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STATEMENT OF F. JOHN VERNBERG

November 14, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Assl stant Manager for ma Ith,

Safety and Envl ronment
U.S. Departmnt of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
P.o. Box A
Alken, X 29801 .

Oear Mr. Sires:

The fol Iowl ng canwnts relate to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statmnt, L-Reactor Operat Ion, Savannah RI ver P lent, A{ ken,
Sc. Thls letter ref Iects my personal opl nlon and does not
Imply any of flclal response by ~ employer.

By way of introduction, I submit a brief statenm”t of my
professional bckgrwnd. In 1951 I received a Ph. O. frm
Purdue University - my training was In XOlogy. Since then I
was enp Ioyed by Ouke University ( I nstructor to Professor from
1951-1969) and the Un I versi N of South Caro I Ina (Baruch
Professor of Marl ne Ecology and Director of the Eel Ie W. Baruch
Institute for Uarlne Biology and COasta I Resaarch from 1969 *.J
the present). One of my professional Interests IS In the area
of wetlands %cology. I have publ i shed over 120 papers and
boks on POI Iut[on, physiology, and WOlogy. Further, I have
served as President of the Estuarlne Researti Federation,
Pr65 I dent of the American Society of Zwlogl sts, and Chairman
of the Physiological Ecology Section of the Ecological Society
of Am8rica.

EJ-I Resumption of the L-Reactor .aperation WI I I have obvious and
Imnmdlate negat Ive Impact on wet lands and the squat Ic blots,
especia I I y In Steel Creek. Accord I ng to the Oraft E IS at least
1000 acres cou I d be 1mpacted. Untl I relatively recent tlms,
these habl tats have ken cons Idered as useless and expendl ble
bssed on the d I sappearance of hundreds of thousands of acr~ of
wetlands tecause of various inn-made developn.ants. ~wever, a
tremendous literature, not cited In the Oraft E IS, has

The operatla>n of L-Reactor WI I I el Iml nate be fneen 730 and 1000
acres of wet lands for the dlreti dl schar~ of coo II ng-uater.
The 1000-acre f Igure Is a conservative estimate, and r-resents
a maximum v3 I ue. W I I ng-uater ml t I got Ion a Iternat I ves to
dl rect di Scllarge are dl scuss6d In Section 4.4.2 and Appendl
1.

J

These SGCtlOnS Inc Iude an ana I ysls ef wet land impacts I f
the ml.?lgatlon alternatives were Imp Iemented prior to or after
the L-R=~r . . AIsO ~nse to canfmnt AA-1
rqard I ng C(X I I ng-wa+er a I ternat 1ves.
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denvnstratd conclusively their econanlc, environwntal, and
socl eta I va I ues. It does not seem Justlfled to again subject
thls region of South Carol I na to envlronmntal destruct Ion as
was done ear I I er when the L-Reactor was operat Ions I and before
federal Iegl slatlon kgan to protect the envl ronfmnt.

EJ-2 The draft E IS appears to adequately descri b.3 the extens Ive
dama~ to wet lands, aquat!c I I fe, rmrphology of Steel Creek,
and WI Idllfe due to nonradlologlcal source5. Also the
increasd thern!al dl schar@ to the Savannah RI ver has been prc-
jetted. tbve these projections taken 1nto account potentl a I
future chan~s In Savannah RI ver f Icu characterlst I cs as a
result of recent upstream mdiflcatlons? If river flow drops
significantly b6.lw previous values, hcu high would the rl~r
temperature P?

EJ-3 In contrast to the &scrlptlon of the adverse effects of cer-
tain nonradlologlcal factors, the potential ne~ti w Impacts

y f rorn “norms 119 and acci dental Introduct ion of radlowcl 1des and
w other chat ca is are not as we I I docuwnted. I did not w any
m
. assess~nt of the effects of previous radlonucl i de SPI I IS on

Stee I Creti and the Savannah RI ver or r6cent dl sclosures of
aqui fer cont%ni nation. HOW adequately and extensively are en-
vironmental factors being mnitored? On p 4-19 It Is indicated
that ‘nmst chemical contaml nants are expected to b3 transport
through the swamp Into the Savannah River.O1 On what is this
expectation hsed? ~es the swamp not act as a f i Iter? What
Is the fate of these contaminants as they become part of the
sadlmnts? Have previous stud16s answered any of these
questions?

EJ-4 The assessrmnt of radiation doses resu Itlng from exposure to
pers 1stent rad 101 -topes or to 1Wtopes that tend ti bl oaccumu-
Iate appears to k lnad6quate. For example, calcu Iatlons of
radiation hses r-ult ing fran the lnJect Ion of meat and vege-
tab I es are based upon est Iwfes of the contami nat Ion of fcud-
stuffs by radioact Ive mterlal deposited frm the atmosphere on

The thermal effects In the Savannah River resulting fran the
dl rect d! scharge of L-Reactor coo I i ng water have b3en eva I wted
under a wide range of river flows, includlng flows less than
the l-day 10-year Iw f Icu of 159 cubic meters per second.

J
The assessment of previous rd!onuc I I de spl I Is on Steel Cr6ek
Is exfensi vely dl SCUSSS6 In Appendl x O and sumnmr izad I n Sec
tlons 3.7.2 and 4.1.2.4. Environmental mnltirlng at SRP an
L-Reactor mn i tor 1ng pro~am are dl scussed I n Chapter 6.

The f Ion rate in Steel Creek, about 11 tl~ the natural f low
rate, w“ Id carry the COOII “g-water ef f Iuent fran L-Re~t.ar
directly to the Savannah RI ver, except durl ng periods of f Iood
which occur about 22 percent of the time. As di scussed In Sec-
tion 4.1.1.5 of the EIS, the water quality of the L-Reactir ef -
f I uents dl scharged through the L-Reactor out fal I to Steal Cr~
would k very siml Iar to that of the i ntake Savannah RI Wr
water. In addition, these dl scharges wou Id be mde under an
f.POES permit issued w SCOHEC. The comprehensl w coo II rig-water
study (Section 6.1.3) WI I I further assess radiowcllde and
heavy-metal rembi I Ization, deposition, and effects.

See the response to comment BA-2 re@rdl ng the use of bioaccu-
mulation factors. Rout uptake ty vegetation is not a slgnlfl -
cent pathway since water from the Savannah River Is “ot used I”
significant quantities for irrigation; hence, deposition of
airborne radioactive mterlal Is the most siqlflcant pathway.
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Vegetation (B-14). Apparently, thls assumpt Ion WU Id greatly
underest i mate exposure bcause no account was ~de of other
routes of Incorporation of I sotopes Into vegetation, such as
absorption through roots, and no account was made of bloaccumu-

EJ-5 Iatlon. WI th regard to exposure to those Isotopes wI th long
ha If-1 Ives that persist [n the envlronmnt, estln!ates were made
of 10&year dose -ml tments for exposure +0 H-3, C-14, Kr-85,
and I -129; however, a popu Iatlon of 250 ml I I Ion was assumed
(B-31) for the dose Cummltment Calculations (Table B-18). The
ef feet that this assumptlo” has on the dose calcu Iatlo. needs
to b3 explaln~.

EJ-6 On page 8-2, I ( nes 8 and 9, It is stated that after &canmls-
slonl ng and d~ontaml”atlc.n - this area can revert bck to its
natural state with ml nlmal long-term ef fects.,, What is the
.iustlflcatlon for this view? What Is mlnlml long-term ef-
fects? Sect ion 4.6, Oecontmnl nation and DecotnmI ssloning, sheds
little Ilght on this point. Only one paper (a ~sterts Thesis
by Repaske, 1981) had preliminary Inforn!atlon or signs that the
Savannah RI ver swamp was bagl nnlng to recover. WI I I the Prw
Psed n~ lndignl~ to thls ecosystm b nvre drast [c than that
of the prev I ous operat 1ng per Iod of the L-Reactor? What other
changes, such as in water table levels, use of Savannah River,
or regional Industrial developwnt, have a Itered the reglo”a I
ecosystm since 1951. me L-Reactor and Its attendant act I v I -
ties are part of a larger ecosystem, one whl ch Is cha”gl”g. I
do not find anv bsls In this Draft EIS ta su~wrt the thesis
that this area’ WI I I &om produtil w over a ikig-term (not
def Ined) period.

The 100-year env 1ronnenta I dcse cmml Inmnts for exposure to
H-3, C-14, K-85, and 1-129 beyond 80 km was bsed on a U.S.
population of 250 ml I lion. Shuu Id a dl f ferent population be
used. the tioses would Increase or decrease In a proport Ions 1
wnner.

Justl f Icatlon for thls VIW Is ~sed on the documnted changes
over tlm 10 the Steel Creek ecosystm fol I owl ng the prevlcus
operation c,f the L-Reactor. Minimal Iong-tem effects mans
that the Stee I Creak 6cosystm, after a period of approxlmtely
15 to 20 years, WI I I achieve the level of canmunl~ dlversl~
and productlvi ty that Is present today.

Chan@s to water levels in im~rtant aqul fers !s dl sassed I n
Sections 3,4.2, 4. I.1.3, 5.1.1.4, and 5.2.3 of this EIS.

Sincerely yours,

F. John Vern bs.rg
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STATEMENT OF RI CHARD E. WATKINS

Novembr 14, 1983

Mr. Melvln J. Sfres II I
U.S. Dept. of Energy
Savannah River Operat Ions Off Ice
Post Off Ice Box A
A I ken, South Caro I I na 29801

Oear Sir:

EK-1 It IS disturbing that the current p Ians for restarting the
L-Reactor wI I I resu It In the d 1scharge of kt water Into Steel
Creek. Th Is water, much hotter than perml tted ty state r6gu la-
tlons, W( I I need Iessly destroy 1000 acr= of wetlands and WI I I

EK-2 f lush ces lum Into the Savannah R f ver. Groundwater contaml na-

~ tlon Is another sign If fcant rnncern.

G

z
EK-3 Some of the envlronfmntal (mpacts are clearly avoidable, and

steps nust k taken before startup of L-Reactor to avo (d these
Impacts. Savannah River P Iant nust b required to comp Iy with
the federal and state environmental standards wh la C~MOrclal
nuclear reactor sites wst m3et.

See the response to cunnwnt AA-1 regardl ng coo 11ng-ater
aiternat (ves.

See the response tu cummnt AA-2 regardl ng the relat Ionsh 1P of
rad(oceslum and radlocob It rnncentrat Ions b EPA drlnklng-
water standards, and the response to c-nt AJ-1 rewrdlng
grcund water.

See the responses b can fronts AA-3 and AF-2 rqard 1ng 00S 1s
comm(tmnt to ccinply with app I I cable Federal and state regu la-
t ions and to take a I 1 reasonab Ie steps to m(t I gate Impacts, and
the response to cann83nt BF-7 regard! ng the dlf ferenc= betnen
SUP reactors and Comfmrcl a I I 1ght-water reactors.

Yours tru Iy,

R(chard E. Watkl ns
2% K I rkuood Apts.
Catien, x 29020
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STATEMENT OF ALFRED H. VANG

State of South Caro I I na
Water Resources Camml ss Ion

Alfred H. Vang
Exec”t 1ve D [rector
November 14, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Ass f stant Manager for Hea Ith,

Safety and Envlronmnt
U.S. Depart fnent of Energy
Savannah R(ver Operat Ions Off Ice
P. O. Mx A
Al ken, South Caro I Ina 29801

ATTENT 10N: E IS for L-Reactor

Oear Mr. Sires:

The Water Resources Cammfss (on staff has revl ewed the ‘Oraf t
Envl ronmnta 1 Impact Stat~nt, L-Reactor Operation, Savannah
River Plant,, and suhnlts the fol Iowlng c.nnmnts for considera-
tion In developing the Final EIS and reaching an ultlmte
dec Is (on on the project.

EL-1 1. As part of the scoping process for the E IS, we requested
a thorwgh Wa 1uat (on of the effect of project operat (on
on surface water “se throughout the Savannah R I ver
8as In. Whl Ie the Oraft EIS does contaf n sow Information
on water use, we b 11eve mare eva I uat Ion IS des I rab le.
The evaluat (on skuu Id mns (der tutal SRP streamf low needs
for water supp Iy and waste ass Iml Iat Ion, !nc Iudlng ther-
ms I ef f I uent, and the Impact of these needs on current
and projected water use throughout the 88s I n. Cons I dera-
t Ion she” id k g(ven fu a substant Ial Inter&sln transfer
bel ng planned ~ the CltV of Greenvf I Ie, South Caro I Ina
and ta water use agre~nts te i ng negot I ated bV the
States of South Caro I f na and krg I a wI th the Corps of
Engfneers (for withdrawals frm Clarks H/ I 1, Wartwel I a“d
Russel I Lakes). A I I water US%S both upstrem and down-
stream should bs Included fn th(s Waluatlon.

Withdrawal of Savannah River water for r&tart of L-Reactor and
ongoing SRP ,>peratlo”s are df scussed In S=t Ion 4.1 and 5.2 of
this EIS. W/istewater dl scharg= from SRP w f I I k In cmp I lance
wfth the NPNS parmlts as (ssued bf the South Carollna Dep -

J

rmnt of Health and Envlro”mental Control. Alternative the+ml
mltlgatlon msasures for L-Reactor are presentd In Sect Ion
4.4.2 of thl!; EIS. DCE Is pre=ntly conductl ng a thermal m(t 1-
gatlon study for the selectlon of therml mltlgatlon rmasures
for sRP oparzst f ng reactors.

The ~rps of Engineers ml n?al ns that In accorbnce w th its
agreeImnt wI th Ouke Power Canpany, the ( nt ertms 1n transfers

fr~ Lake Ke~>wee to the CltV of Greenv( I Ie cannot have a“ ef-
fect on the t,bl 1lty of the Corps of Engfneers to generate elec-
trical power at Lake Wrtwel 1. and C larks Ht 11. The brps of
E“glneers IS presently assessing the request bf the States of
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South Caro I ( na and Georg I a regard I ng the wI thdrawa I of water
from Lake ~rtwel I and C larks HI I 1. Th(s assessmnt w f I I in-
clude the ab( Ilty of the Corps of Eng(neers to mfnta(n Its
nav(gatfon project below the NW Savannah Bluff Lo& and Dam
and to meet Its electrlca I Wwer Wnerat (on requirements. This
assessmnt W( 1I a I so cons lder the ef feds of the !nterhs(n
transfer. Unt ( 1 such tlnm that the Corps of Eng( neer’s ccin-
P Ietes (ts assessmnt, f Io- belw the Nea Savannah Bluff Lock
and Dam WI I I b3 n91 ntal ned at the current levels ~ the Corps
of Engineers.

EL-4

EL-2 2. The consumpt I ve water use by L-Reactor and other SW
qeratlons shou Id b3 Indicated, rather than slmp Iy stat-
I ng that mst water wlthdrawn w ( I I be returned.

EL-3 3. It Is the POS( t (on of th Is agenw that the L-Reactor
shu Id k (n cump I lance with State water qua I ity stand-
ards for temperature at the t ( m of restart. Th Is Pos I -
t Ion has ben provided to the South Carol I na Departwnt
of Hea Ith and Env(ronmnta I Mntrol as part of the WWS
permft revf w process. We bl I eve that any prl vate
Industry proposl ng a s lml Iar thermal dl scharge would be
requl red to ap IV with State standards and DOE shou Id b
subJect to the sane rfqulrewnt.

The Draft El S clearly (nd(atss that OOEIS preferred
coon ng water alternative of once thrmqh cool I ng with
direct dlschar~ to Steel Creek WI I 1 1) violate State
therm I standards, 2 ) produce severe adverse Impacts on
the Stee I CreX ecosystem, 3 ) a Iter the env I ronrmnt w
greatly Increas Ing streamf low, 4 ) 1ntroduce large afmunts
of suspendd w I Ids to Stee I Creek, and 5) resuspend
radloact (ve Ces Ium and Cohlt deposited f. Steel Creek
sedlmnts. Al I of these adverse impacts could b3 al levl-
ated by use of the recirculating mchanlcal draft Coollng
tower a Iternat I ve dlsassed In the Draft EIS.

I n the 1nterest of protect Ion of our water resources and
water users, we recomnd the rec ( rcu I at f ng rmchan Ica I
draft coo 1I ng tower msthod as the preferr~ a Iternat ( ve
Incorporated ( n the F 1na 1 E 1S.

Based on Nel I 1 and Bakock ( 1971 )--referenced (n Chapter 4--it
Is estlmted that the surface-water consumptive use for
L-Reactor WI I I be 0.85 cubic rmter per s=ond.

L+eactor operat Ion w I I I k (n comp I lance with the W=S perm(t
Issued @ ~HEC.

Sect(on 4.4.2 of the EIS, which dtscusses Coollng-ater m~tlga-
tlon alternatives, has teen revised ~sed on publ Ic —ts
rece(v~ on the draft E IS. Speclf lcal Iy, Sect(on 4.4.2 has
ken revised to provide a detal led discussion of addltlona
comblnat Ions of various cool (rig-water systems.

J

In Sect Ion
4.4.2, each of the caolfng-water m(tlgat (on systems Is eva lu-
sted for attal nl ng the therml dls~ar~ I Imfts of the State of
South Caroll na. S6ctlon 4.4.2 and a revised Appendix I ,
Flood~ Ialnfiet land Assessw”t. d! scuss the wet land lmoa of
each Of the systms cons lder&.

s. /

The Oepartmnt of Energy has ben rev(eul ng and evaluat (ng al-
ternat Ive cw I Ing-water systems for L-Reactor. Based on thee
revl~s and eva Iuatlons, and consu Itatlons wfth r~resentat Ives
of the State of South Caro I / na re~rdl ng a mutua I I y agreed u pn
mllance appr~ch, a preferr~ mllngwater mltlgatlon al-
ternative Is ftint(fled (n th(s EIS. This preferred coo -

7

water a I tern at IV* Is to construct a 1000-acre lake bf ore
L*eactor resuw op9rat (on, to redes f gn the reactur out f a I I,
and to operate L-Reactor In a way that assures a ba lanced
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blologlca 1 commun(ty (n the lake. The Record of Dec (s 10” p e

J

pared ~ the Departnmnt on this EIS wII I state the cool lng-
water mltlgatlon masures that W( I I k taken which W( I I al low
L-Reactor operat {on to b In canp 1lance with the condl+lons
an NPDES permit to b Issued by the State of South CarOi ( .

EL-5 4. In order to Insure uniform application of and compl iance As stated ( n Chapter 7 of this El S, the hazardous-waste wnage-
wlth requirements of the Resource Conservat Ion and
R~overy Act (R~A ), we support the PSI t Ion of

rnent progran of 00E meets the techn Ical rqulremsnts of the EPA
hazardous-waste regu Iatfons, and (s cmpat lble with the State

adml n I strat (on of RCRA w the South Caro I I na Departmnt of South Caro I lna OHEC rwulrements. SRP w ( 11 cooprate with
of Health and Envl ronmental Control for L-Reactor and SCDHEC on al I matters concern I ng so I Id and hazardous waste
other SRP operat fens. wnaqenmnt.

Recently, D3E and EPA haw signed a memrandum of understanding
regardlnq the appllcablllty of RCRA to DOE’s m(lltary actlv(-
t I es. It Is NE’s posit Ion that state R~A permltt I ng author-
ity does not does not apply to act Ivlt Ies or substances subject
to the requlremnts of the Atom(c Energy Act of 1954, as
amended.

y
The underlying Issues of appl lcab( I Ity were recently

revl wed in the Dlstrlcf Court of Tennessee. A declslon
w adverse to DOEIS PS (t Ion was rendered on Aprl I 3, 1984. The
m
m

Oepartwnt of Energy do= not p Ian to appeal thfs decfs Ion to
the Clrcuft Court of Appeals. The Departmnt WI 1 I Implewnt
the requlremnts of RCRA at the Savannah R 1ver Plant fn accord-
ance wfth the ~U, and .( 1 I work closely wfth SrnHEC o. al I
actlvltles related to hazardous-waste mnagemnt.

EL-6 5. All of the mltlgatton alternatl.es discussed In Sect Ion
4.4 rekattng to safety systms, coollng water, Ifquld
waste disposal and disposal of 186-Bas(n s Iudge are not
preferred t-f OOE due to cost andlor Impact on product (on
schedu le. We feel there are cons lderat Ions nvre
f mportant than product (on schedu I e and cost, and that
mlt lgat (on alternat Ives wh Ich protect the environment and
publlc safety should & selected and cmmltt%d to by DOE
(n the Final EIS.

Chapter 4 provides the decfs Ionmaker the necessary 1nformt ton
on econamlc, englneerl ng, and environmental factors to formu-
late a thorough, reasoned, and knowledgeable declslon on the
potent (al Implementation of mltfgatfon alternatives In relatlon
to the need for defense nuc Iear mterl a Is. The Record of
Declslon on the EIS WI I 1 address alternatives considered (n
reach I ng the decls Ion, envlronmntal Iy preferable a Iternat Ives,
and pref ere,nrns for al ternat I ves ksed on the tehn Ica 1, wono-
mlc, and statutory miss ton of the a~ncy.
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EL-7 6. It (s statsd I n the Draft EIS that no adverse ecologlca 1
1mpacts are expected on the Savannah R 1ver except near
the rmuth of Steel Creek. In support of this expecta-
tion, studies w the ANSP (1953, 1957, 1961, 1967, 1970,
1977) are c(ted on page 4-18. Are these stud (es con-
s Idered by 00E to be comprehend (ve and deta I led enough to
docuwnt that past L-Reactor and other SRP OPerat f ons
have not Impacted Savannah RI ver blots?

EL-8 7. @ Page 4-l Z, reference IS Mde to l*.. thermal ef f Iuent
cr(terl a of the South Carol I na Water C Iasstf I cat Ion
Standards Systw (SCUHEC, 1981 ). . ..” It should ~ nOf~

~ that these thermal crlterla are actua I IY thermal

u standards.

2 EL-9 8. Sect (on 3.4.1.1 lndlcates that the Corps of Engineers
attempts to mlntaln a mlnlmum f low of 178.4 cubic fmters
per second (6297 cfs) at the NW Savannah Bluff Lock and
Dam. Our (n formt Ion Indicates that th Is f lgure shou Id
b 164.3 cms (5800 cfs).

The WSP references on page 4-18 of the draft EIS are to the
statemOnt ‘... to mvnltor the effects of SRP Opratlons on the
general health of the Savannah River.!! The statE#3nt that
‘t. . . no major changes (n the presence of spec(es ha~ Occ~red
frcin past Savannah River aperatlons at the(r stat(ons or are
expected to occur frm the add (t Ion of heat and coo 1I ng water
frm L+eactor. . .,, IS referenced by Natthsws, 198z. The cf+~

references and the statements that thef reference do nOt refer
to ecological Impacts near the muth of Steel Cre6k.

The scope of the studies conducted N the ANSP are Intended to
eva Iuate the general hea Ith of the Savannah Rfver; they are not
meant to k a detal led study of the fmpacts of the SRP on a
specl f Ic systm such as Stee I Creek.

The word ‘,crlterfass has bE.en changed to standards [n the
applicable sections of this final EIS.

I n 1ts F I na I Env I ronmenta I Impact Statment, Operat (on and
Mai “tenance of Clarks HI II Lake, Savannah River. Gearqla and
‘South Caro I 1na, the Ar~ Carps of Engineers (1981) states
!,~. 63 Navlgatlo”. A mlnlm”m flo. of 5,800 c.f. s. (s required
blow Nea Savannah 8 Iuf f Lock and Oam for navfyt Ion. The
Clarks H( I I discharges are rqulat~ to met tils mlnlmum with
re-regu \at ion prov I d8d at Stevens Creti Oam. A d{ stiarge of
6,300 c. f.s. (s normal ly provided 80 percent of the time.”!
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EL-10 9. Page S-5, fourth paragraph ment ions pal Iutants in the In 1982, wet Is producl ng fran the Tuscaloosa In A-Area were
COngarOO Fornmt Ion, but no nk3nt f on Is Nde of ch IOr I ~ated found to have lW concentrations of chlorinated hydrocarbons;
hydrocartans In the Tuscaloosa Format (on. concentrate Ions I n water samples fran these we I IS ranged from

less than 3 to less than 27 micrograms per 1(ter. Entry of
chlorinated hydrocarbons (nto these wel Is IS bl leved to have
r8su I ted from Tert Iary groundwater ml gat (on through de fetis I n
the cement ~wt of at least one product (on we 1 I to the Tusca-
100Sa (Geraghty .S Ml 1 Ier, 1983). Chlorfnatgd hydro~rkns
abve the I lm(t of detect Ion [ 1 microgram per 1(ter) have not
been found (n recent M- and A-Area uel Is drl I led to nun{ tor
Tuscaloosa water qual lty. One of these n- wet Is Is located
wf th ( n 80 meters of the A-Area product (on wel I (53A) that
previously exh Ib(ted the h Ighest mncentratlon of chlorfnat~
hydrocarbons. The summry of th(s final EIS has ken revised
to Include a discussion of the ch Iorlnatd hydromrbn
contamlnat Ion In the Tul scaloosa FormYt Ion.

y EL-1 1 I o. Page 3-25, fourth paragraph states that the tan c lay had The tan c lay Is the Imest unit of the Barnwel 1 Formt Ion
d ( sappeared In the M-Area. AI though th Is ~s correct,

:
(Section F.2.7.1). Section 3.4.2.1 has been revised to provide

there has &n no M3ntlon of this unit previously and no
m

a br(ef discussion of the tan clay.
description.

EL-12 Il. Page 3-36, second paragraph states that ‘1 n areas hero The text of the E I S has been rev I sed to read III n areas where
downward head differential does not exist, such as downward head differential ex(sts, sub as M-Area, the draw-
M-Area . . . . 8* Although th 1s Is corr~t, there has ken no downs Increase the natura I dcunward head dl f ferent (a I I n the
Inentton of th!s unit previously and no description. area Immed( ately around the pumping WOI Is..

EL-13 12. Page 4-7, third paragraph should read O$... and 58.3 cubic The teti of the E IS has been rev(sed.
inters per ml nutetl I nstmd of cubl c meters par second.



Table 14-2. WE res~nses to _nts on Draft EIS {continued)

_nt C-nts Responses
numkr

EL-14

EL-1 5

EL-16

EL-18

EL-19

EL-20

13. *Me paragraph as In 12. above, shou Id read . . ..the
30-kl I omter square area . . . .

14. Page 5-12, second paragraph states that ‘Loca I water
levels at pumpl ng wel Is are not wpected tu contl nue ti
decllne appreciably .,, But they haw been decllnlng since
about 1978 and with lncreas6d pumpage toth In and
peripheral to the plant site, they could contl nue to
dec II ne.

15. Figure F-9 on pa@ F-20 shows the 172 foot water eleva-
tlon In wel I P3C Is closer iv the 180 foot contour than
Is the 177 foot water elevatlon of wel I P54.

16. Figure F-22, page F-50. The water table surface s~” Id
be labeled.

17. F I gure F-28, page F-69. The Tusca looSa p I ezometr Ic sur-
face shou Id have an arrow to clarl fy Iocatio”. The arrcu
for the tin~ree plezometrlc surface Is ml slocated.

18. The p I ezontr i c maps of var I ous aqul fers In var IOUS areas
SbU I d b3 COntOUrd on an I nterva I that mu I d SbW the
effects of the product Ion we I Is on the water I eve Is
(cones of depression).

19. ~me note should be nmds as to which wel Is are pumping,
how long, and the withdrawal rates.

Wlthln abat a 32-kl I-ter rdlus of SW (an area of over 3216
square k I I ometers ) the current ( 1983) projectd water use fran
the Tuscaloosa Aqul fer Is estlmatd to be 63 cubic meters par
ml nute (see Secflon F.3. 1 ). The study area for the ground-
water flux calculation lies wlthln the 3216 square kl lc#3ter
area (see Sect Ion F.4.2).

From 1972 to 1981 there has baen a @neral dec Ilne In winter
Precl pltatlon. Thls accWnts In part for the dec II ni~ water
levels as shown Ly wel I ~-183 In the outcrop area (Section
3.4.2.5). Calculatlom l~lcate that the decline In SW
mnltorlng wel Is Is associated Prlmrl Iy with Increased pumping
at SRP. The text has ken revl sed appropriately. Also see the
response to cmment BT-7 regardl ng ground water.

The 180-foot contour was drawn to *honor. al I tits points.
Nelghborl~ &ta points show elevations of 173 and 177 feet.

ApprOpr i ate we! ght has b3en gl @n to ea~ of the three
elevations In this cluster *en drming thls contour.

The water table I n the referenced f lgure has ben labeled.

The f Igure has hen fmdl f led to desl mate the 10_t lonS of the
Tuscaloosa and Co”garea piez-trlc surfaces.

The plezometrlc maps were drawn from &ta obtained In mnl tor-
Ing wells. The mnes of &preslon at SW are not extensive,
partlcu Iar Iy those In the Tuscaloosa Formtlon. The density
of nunltor[ng wells IS lnsufflc!ent to s~ the cones of
depression. In fortnatlon on cones of depression In the T“sca-
l~a Formation Is provided In Setilon F.4.3, Slple (1967) and
Du Funt ( 1983; DPST-83-829 ).

Individual wel I pumping rate In fornwtlo” IS “ot masurd at
SRP; instead, process and danestlc yound-uater use Is
wasur$d on a systen Msls In ead ‘Areav* of SW. Hlstorlca I
data ( 1968-1983) on qound-water wlthdr8ual rates are provided
on an 18Arean ksls in Section F.3.2. Other I “fornmtlo” Is



Table M-2. WE rspnses to Cwwnts on Dratt E Is (contl nued )

COmnmnt Commnts Reswnses
number

E L-21 20. The text reters to data In the natrlc systm whereas,
mny of the f Igures are labe16d USI ng the Eng I Ish sys-
tm. They shou Id te cons I stent.

EL-22 21. Wn mntlon Is made of the Clastic dikes located In and
near the H-Area seepag9 hsln. These dikes provi de a
mde for concentration of bta eml tters and al Im for
nure rap id transport of PQl Iutants to Four Ml Ie Creek.

EL-23 22. In Se.Oral Instances the text refers to the head In tha
tingarea b31ng lower than that of the Tusca I@sa because
the ~ngaree has been Incl sed bf several stream al I owl ng
for an area of dl scharge. Although thls Is true, the
major reason for the lower head Is that I n the south-
western part of the plant SI te the r~harge area for the
Congarae Is lower than the recharge area of the
Tuscalmsa.

EL-24 23. In al I of the plezotmtrlc maps, note should be mde as to
whether the wafer levels mre mde during pumpl mg or
under static conditions.

provided in Slple (1967). Pumping hlstorles of 12 selected
wel Is fram several forn!atlons have ts3en wrtrayed graph Ical Iy.
Pumpl ng I nformatlon on an ‘,AreaVT bsls WI I I Lm r~ortd to
SCWC on a quarter IY bsls start I ng with the tourth quarter of
1983.

Metric units were used uhenever practicable. Hen English
units uere employed, appropriate conversion factors were Pro-
VI ded. R6-draf t 1ng art work to change, for examp Ie, contours
from Eng I I sh to mtric units could dl stort the I nterpretat Ions
of the orlgi nal preparer.

Clastlc dikes wore mpped during the potechnlcal lnvestlga-
tlons for the Detense Waste %ocessl ng Facl I Ity (DWPF). The
map area I nc Iuded H-Area. Th Is M?IPPI ng effort does not show
the presence of c Iastlc dikes near the H-Area seepag3 basl ns.
Clastic dikes at SRP are, typical Iy, less permeable than the
surroundl ng sedimnts. These d lk6s have an Ironstone nnrgl n
with a clay center. &ound-water travel times from H-Area
seepa~ bsslns to seep llne springs along Four Ml Ie Creek have
baen m3asured by trackl ng trl tium I n the plume. RTresentatl Ve
travel tln8s are reportd 1n Sect Ion F.5.3.

The pattern of upward head dl fferentlal between the Tuscaloosa
and the Cc,ngaree and the Increase I n thls dl f ferential from
the tmrtheast towards the southwest (along an axls near Iy
COI ncl dent with Lower Three Runs Creek) Sugpsts that
stream/rl ver Incl slon p lays the doml nant role, not dlf ferences
In elevations of recharge zones. The effects of lnci s!on by
UPPer Three Runs Creek and the Savannah RI ver on the Con~ree
PI ezo~trlc surface are dl scussed and dl splayed i n cross
sections In Sect Ion F.4.1.

Water levels used to construct plezometr Ic maps were masured
In nvnltor’lng wells (not in pumping wells) during normal plant
operatlon~, I ncludl ng the withdrawal of pr0ce3s and dmest Ic
water trm ~ound-uater murces. Section F.1 of the FEIS has
ken revised to I ndl-te condl tlons dur! ng ground-water Iew I
m3asuraner, ts.



Tab 18 M-2. ~E reswnses to commnts on Draft EIS (continued)

C0mm3nt Commnts Respons%
numb9r

EL-25 24. As we pot “ted out during the SCOD( ng process, approxl - The text of Sect Ion 3.4.2.3 has ken mdl f Id and a nw S6ctfc.n
rnately 6000 wel Is have hen dr( I led at the SRP. Many of F.7 has b3e” added f“ thfs Fl”al EIS to ref led thfs COnCer..
these” (approxlmtely 600) were pre-exfstlng ~mestlc”
wel Is, sorm penetrating the Tuscaloosa, that have teen
atendon8d. The status of these we I Is 1s not known, but
any open ho I es or rusted-out cas 1ngs prov ( de a d 1rect
route for water from contaml nated shal low mul fers to the
Tusca Ioosa. Since this sltuat (on was not addressd I”
the Oraft EIS, please (nclude (t (n the Final EIS.

E L-26 25. The presence of mfca and kao I fnlt lc clays f n the subsur-
face WI I I make ton exchange a slgnlf (cant problem in con-
trol 11ng the mvewnt of contaml na”+s In ground water,
espec(al Iy in the McBean Forn!atlon. Please address th(s
sltuatlon In the Final EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to canm”t o“ your Draft E IS.
Please contact us (f ycu have any quest Ions regardl ng our
cunwnts.

Sfncerely,

No abandoned wel Is are Known to exist at or adJacent to waste
disposal sites that w( II b utllfzed by L-Reactor or SRP.

presence of mlcacems and kaol lnlt(c subsurface mterlals
cons lder~ durl ng ccfnputat ton of dose canmltmnts that

The
was
cou Id result from Ilquld releases v(a the grcund water path
(seepage ~sln to onsfte streams). Radionuc I (de Concentrate Ions
at cutcrops along streams were derived frcan Input o~alned frun
a ground-water nwdel of radfonuc I lda transport. The sourca-
term rao IO”UC 1(ales o“d their daughter products were cons ld-
ered. Radfoactlve decay, (on-exchange, and the adsorptive and
atsorptlve propert les of the mfcacecus and ka.a I ( nltlc clays of
the SRP were al- cons Idered (Secf(on B.2 ). Ion-exchange,
adsorption and absorption effects are accountd for bf the d(s-
trlbutfon coefficient (Kd). In per forml ng these calcu tat (ens
aPProPr late Kd-values were ass(gned each radlonuc I (de spcles.

Alfred H. Vang
Execut ( ve D I rector

AHV : fw
cc: S. C. Water Resources Commlssloners



Table M-2. ~E rswnses to Cunments on Draft EIS {continued)

c—t _n+s
number

Responses

STATEMENT OF RUTH TMS

Envl ronmental I sts Inc.
Founded 1972

November 12, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Ass I stant Manager for Hea Ith,

Safety and Envlronnmnt
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
P.O. bx A
A I ken, South Caro 11na 29801

Oear Mr. Sires:

F I NAL ~f4ENTS ON THE L-REACTOR
~ oRA~ ENV IROMNAL IMPACT STATEMNT
w
.l
N I ntroduct I on:

EM-1 In our Prel Iml nary C-nts of 0ctob6r 6, 1983, we requested
that a dl scusslon meatlng t.3 arra”gd htween consu Itants with
NUS Corporation consu Itants, state/Fderal off Icl als and C*
-nt I ng organ i zat Ions for the gurpose of address I ng the defects
of the Draft Environmental Impact Stataent (draft E IS) relatd
to the proposal to restart the L-Reactor. Such a fne.atl ng was
not arranged by the Departwnt of Energy (NE).

THE ORAFT EIS FAILS TO QUALIFY AS A SCIENTIFIC D~UMENT:

Ef4-2 1. Fal lure iv adequately I dent I fy specl f Ic references
with support statements and coocluslons In the text.

2. In the cases when a reference IS Inc Iuded in the text,
no particular ~ct ion of the r~.art or the particular pages
Involved are not identified.

EM-3 3. Fa I lure to I nc Iude references whI ch provide the
specl f Ic and d8tal led data ne~ed to eva Iuate the proposal to
restart the L-Reactor. The fol IwI ng 11St of documnts

See the rw; panse to canment AB-21 rqard i ng 00E 1s letter of
October 31,, 1983.

The E IS I I steal appropr I ate references for the subject rotter
cover ed.

The I I st of references provl ded was not needed to support any
Informatloll gl ven In the E IS.



Table M-2. DJE responses to can fnents on Draft EIS (contlwed)

COKlmt _nts Responses
number

1ncludes ~ma ot the sign I f I cant %urces of information ml sslng
frm the Draft EIS.

a. Du Pent (E. 1. du Pent de Nemours and Cunpany), @n-
trol and Treatmnt of Radloactlve Liquid Waste Eff Iuents -he
Savannah River Plant, DP-1349, W. R. Jacobsen, W. L. Marter,—
D. & &th, C.P. Ross, 1974 (This relates to leaks to storm
sewers and dl scharges to seepage basins. )

b. Tritlum Toxicity: Effect of Low-Leve I HOW Ex~sure on
Developing Fewle Germ Cel Is In the Mouse, R. Lowry Oohon and
Mary F. Cooper, Radlatl.an Res83rch 58, 91-100, 1974.

c. U.S. bloglcal Survey, Hydrology of the L.aw-Leve I
Radioactl VO-WI Id-Waste Burls I Site and VI cinlty Near Barnue I I
&uth Carol Ins, Open FI I
(o n page 3-68 the Oraft E IS I I sts a r~ort on Chfmn-NIJc Iear pr~
pared by the company Itself, the newer f Indlngs of the U.S.
Geological Survey are not Included. )

d. Or. Thomas Wncuso, Study of Health Effects of Radia-
tion Exposure to Workers at Hanford Washington Cmp Iex of
Nuc Iear Plants, 1978. (Despite reports of bd Per reviews,
on Iy one was negatl w and that by Dr. Sidney Marks, whose work
for the AEC gave hlm a conf 1Ict of Interest problem. )

e. Appendix I 1, Regional Trltlum Wse Model testi,mny of
August 1, 1974 at the federa I hearl ng on the All< cd-Genera I
Nuc Iear Services; reprocessing plant, bcket No. 50-332 (Thls
testlmuny relat~ to the fact that the transfw of trltlum Is
not mnodl rect Ional. )

f. m Pent, ~ DP-1358, W. L.
Poe, WOvember 1974. Numrous other reports of acc 1dents, and
problems at the Savannah River P Iant are ml sslng from the Oraf t
E IS; reference sources. )

EM-4 4. The use of c Iassl f led and Internal reports to support See the respon~ to cwrm”t
Statmnts in the Draft E IS, yet these are unavai I able to c18ss1 f I ed ticumnts.
rev I ewers.

As-2 regarding aval Iabl lily of



Table M-2. ~E responses to canwnts on Draft E IS (continued )

Cmment Comments
number

Responses

EM-5 5. Cases of e. 1dence 1n referenced reports conf I 1ct I ng
WI th statements In the text. (See page 4-144, Gi bbns study of
1974 confllcts with statments on page 4-18).

THE DRAFT E IS FAILS TO FuLFI LL THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE NATIONAL
~AL POL I CY ACT E:

EM-6 1. Fal lure to provl de adequate evl dence regarding the
brief Its of the proposa I to restart the L-Reactor.

EM-7 2. Fal lure to pro.lde adequate e.1 dence regardl ng the
costs of restarting the L-Reactor, In term of envlronmntal
and health damages and I n terms of &trlmental Impacts to
businesses of the state, lnc Iudl ng tourism.

EM-8 3. The lack of adequate evl dence re Iated to both Costs
and Benef I ts makes the h Iancl ng process of the NEPA law
Impossl ble to carry out.

EN-9 4. The fact that the Draft EIS Is not a quail fled
scientific documnt mans It Is also unfft to serve as the
basls of reachl ng decl slons regarding the proposal to restart
the L-Reactor.

EM-10 5. Fal lure h canply with the NEPA rwulra’nent of envi-
ronmental consideration ‘Vto the ful lest extent possl blev, as
n!andated in Section 102 of the law. This includes the subject
of a Iternat I ves to the proposed action and a lternatl ves wh Ich
WO”I d reduce the &tr lmenta I e+ feets of the proposed restart of
the L-Reactor. See our Pre I I ml nary Comments reqrd I ng produc-
t Ion alternatives, safe~ alternatives and ml I ng water
options.

See the response to cann?3nt AB-14 regardl ng the dl ffere”ces I”
the statements.

See the response to cc.nm”t AB-4 regardl ng ,,benef Its.,r

There I s “o evlde”ce to sug~,+ that the restart of L-Reac+or
WI I I have a detrimental Impact to the ~sinesses of the state
including tourism. To the contrary, as dl scussed in Setilon
4,1.1.1 of the E IS, L-Reactor operation Is expected to have
annual total local expendl t“re In n’e.terlals e“d services of

aPPrOxl~tely $3 ml 1 I rOn and a total pavrol I and overhead
expendl tu. e of abwt $21 ml I I Ion. These expendi t“ras are
expected to create about 50 regional job opportun Itles and to
produce an ~dl tlonal dl rti and Indi rwt [“cane of another $3
ml I lion. The total economic bsneflt to the SRP region during
L-Reactor cperatlon WI I I anwunt to 4D0 direct and indirect job

OPWr+unltleS, akUt S25 ml I Ilon In direct a“d lndlre~ an”ua I
Ii?cane and payrol 1, and $3 ml I lion In direct annual
expenditures on wterla Is and services.

See the response to coinmnt AB-4 reqrdi ng ba lancl ng of ccsts
and brief Its.

The E IS was prepared In accordance with NEPA gu Ide I I nes and
CEQ rqulatlons. The E IS was &sad on extens Ive publl shed
reports and accurately depicts the envlron,nental consequences
of the prcposed restart of L-Reactor.

See the responses to ccwnwnts AB-4 and AB-5 regardl ng this EIS
and NEPA.



Table M-2. ~E responses to .xinments on Draft El S (cent Inued )

COwnt Cmnts
numb3r

Respnses

QUESTIONS ANO WNTS:

EM-1 1 1. Exp la I n the mnf I (et tetween ev ( dence abaut the toxic
nature of radfoacf(ve materl a Is and the 00E 1s cone Iuslon that
an approximate one th Ird Increase In the amunt of these lethal
substances ( Increase In product Ion, storaga, burial and release
by Intent Ion and acc(dent) at the Savannah Rfver P Iant wou Id
have no slgnlf (cant effect on the environment and the gubl(cfs
health. -

~ EM-12 2. List the research consu It I ng f lrms the DOE cons Idered

u for preparl ng the Envlronwnta I Assessnmnt? for the Draft E IS?

EM-13 3. Oescr I b the crlter(a
experience, and object lvlty of

There (s no con+ 1let Inherent In the conclusion that an tn-
crease 1“ the release of radloati(ve mter(a Is by one+h Ird
WI I I not slgnlf lcantly affect the envlronwnt and publlc
health. A one-third Increase fn an Inslgnfflmnt quant(ty re-
sults (n a quant(ty wh(ch Is stl I I I“s(gnff Ica”t. Sect ion
5.2.7 of the E IS Dresents hea Ith effects fran al I SRP and near-
% nuc Iear fac( I It(es (. the tenth year of L-Reactor geratlon
that are est fmat~ to b a total of 0.02 uncer fata I (ty.
Expectd cancer death rates (“ a popu I at Ion of 852,000 (wlthln
80 km) p I US 317,000 (downstream water consumrs) based on 1979
South Caro II na and Georgia rates of abut 147 per 100,000 popu-
Iat(on would b about 1720 p8r year. Thus, Savannah River

Plant co”trl b“? Ions (0.02 cancer fatal Ity) WC.UId not change the
projected camcar f ata I ( ty rate @ a detectab Ie amunt ( 1720 to
1720.02 per year).

Both the EA and the EIS are 00E docu~nts; lQE (s solely
respo”sfble for the(r preparation and contents. CQE contracted
with NUS Corporat (on as a techn lca I support contractor to pro-
vfde assistance to DoE/SR In the pre~rat Ion of docunants to
cmp Iy w(th the NEPA. ~E fo I lowed Its contract I ng and pro-
curement regu Iat (ens for ccinpet It i ve contracts bfore selectl “g
NUS. Sfxty-nf”e cmpan(es expressed an fnterest In blddlng on
the contract I n 1980. WE revf ened the prospectus of each
cunpa ny. The NUS Corporat Ion was se I eded f ran anwng these
companl~ to provide th (s techn Ical support. The L-Reactor
NEPA docuwnts (the EA and E IS ) were one task assigned to th (s
contractor.

used to judp the knowledge, W(th respect to ~xprlence, 00E developd a“ exc Ius 10”
the research f I rms cons I dered. Cr(terlon that stated ‘The offeror nust have oreDard an

Envlronmnta I Impact Statemnt (E I S) as dof In&d I n Se& Ion
102(2) (c) of NEPA for Federal agenc(es which related to the
nuc Iear fuel cyc Ie a“d radfoact f ve waste m“agemnt
adlvltles.,,

To narrow the competlt lve f [eld to those canpan(es with exper-
tfse (n the ““clear fuel cycle and NEPA experience, WE
raqul rd the contractor to have expert (se 1n the fo I Iowl “g
areas: ~cloeconomlcs, radiological dose ass~smnis, mtm-
rology, geolqy, hydrolcgy, 6cology, blolqy, Selsmlqy, and
engineering (c Iv II, mchanlcal, ““clear).



Table W2. WE reswnses to cmments on Draft E IS (continued)

COfmnent Cmrnents ResWnses
numbsr

EM- 14

EM-15

EM-17

4. LI st the reasons why the DOE selectsd
searchers to do the Oraft E I S as those w~ had
Envl ronntental Assessmnt.

the same r-
prepared the

5. The Oraft E IS ~lnts out that numerous studies have
been done on the health effects caused ~ exposure fv radl a-
tlon. The report, however, Ilsts only a f- studl%s as refer-
ences. t4nne of the anln!a I research and none of Or. Al Ice
Stewartfs studies are Inc Iuded. Numrous other studies are
mlsslng Includlng Dr. Samuel Ml Iham*s flndlngs of ,,too wch
cancer at Han fordst and Or. Thows Mancusofs fol Icu up study on
Hanford.

The 3 health ef feet references chosen for Sect 10” 6 on
Studies and monltorln~ were a I I done h one person, H. 1. Sauer
(page 6-13) Accord i ng to those pr~ar I ng the Summary, there
Is a oe~ t; ‘,flll In mlsslng tlm periods and update mrtality
rates through 197811 (page S-1 I ) I n these reports of Dr. Sauer.

Unless the Final EIS Includes consideration of the wl -
dence contaln%d In numerous hea lth effect studies, the ~E may
be =cused of manipulating Informtlon related to the L-Reactor
restart proposa 1. In a speech at a .January 1983 meeting of the
Al ken Rotary, Ou Pc.nt$s Vice Chal rman, Richard Heckert stated
that l[(0)ften sclentl f Ic fact are ignored,!, #hen n“c Iear Issues
are k31ng cons ldered. k went on to say that ‘( S)ometlms un-
supportable sclentif Ic arguwnts are created for the occasion, e,
‘In stll I other c8ses, n he added, I!valld data are mnlpulat~
to sup~rt predeterml ned PO I I t I ca I goa Is rather than to reach
valld scientific cuncluslons. i! The DOE needs to revl ew ! ts own
practices.

6. There are too rrany defects In the Oraft E IS and In the
responses the DOE made to those testl fylng oral Iy and .In wrlt-
1ng to address al I of them. We, therefore, selected the first
ten pages of Dr. Roger Coate 1s State~nt of May 24, 1983 to
study. This partlcu tar testlmny was chosen tacause of Dr.
Coate *s know I edge of nunmrous subJects re Iatd to the prop.asa I
to restart the L-Reactor.

See the raponses to canrmnts EM-12 and EM-13. B%cause NUS
CorWratlon assl steal OOE In the preparation of the EA, It was
faml I I ar WI th the L-Reactor project and envlromnental effects.
DOi Is resuans I ble for the techn Ical accuracv of the E IS. A 1s0
see the r&~nse to cctnment AB-20 regardl ng ihe EA and I is
support docuwntatlon.

The EIS relies In @neral upon the reports and recanmndtlons
of the nest wthorltatlve Institutions with respct to
radlatlo”-1 “d”ced hea Ith ef fecfs, Inc Iudl ng the Cc.nmlttee o“
Blologlcal Effects of Ionlzlng Radlatlo”s of the Natl.anal
Acade~ of Sciences, Natlo”a I Research Councl 1. The studl es of
StMart, !!1 I ham and Mancusa have hen examl ned and dl sml ssed as
Iackl ng In statl stlcal power In the 1980 re~rt of that
canmi ttee,

The study by H. 1. Sauer, wh Ich was In prcgress *en the DE IS
was prepared, has nfm been comp Ietsd and a report Is tel ng
prepard. The study was rev16wed by a panel of @ Idemlology
exPertS 01} 0ct0h9r 25-26, 1983. This panel, whlti was convened
by the U.S. Publlc Health Servlcels Center’s for Disease Control
at the rquest of NE, Inc Iuded epl demlologl sts fra-m the hea Ith
departwnts of the States of Georg I a and South Caro I I na. A
reprt of the panel Is revl - Is expected w the end of 1983.

I n Professor Sauer!s study, he cone Iudes that trthe hypothesis
that thers, Is Increased nurtal I ty due to the cperatlon of St7P
has ken shown to be without foundat ion. The dl f ferenc~ k-
tween U.S. rates and the rates for counties In South Carol I na
and Georgl a, ana Iyzed either Cross-setilonal ly or as trends
over time, do not di splay any cons! stent pattern. Though er-
rat Ic and hetero~nec.us when orqn lzed fran the ang Ie of pos-
sible SRP Induced rdlatlon effects, the data ndght k btter
exP Ialnable when correlated with other factors of natural,
-cloeconunlc or cu Itural tiar~ter.,,

Reswnses to the ~dl tlonal cannmnts and answers are provided
In the fol Iowlng Canments and res~nses. Dua to the formt of
this apperldl x a ca’nplete copy of the mrked ccQy cannot km pro-
v I ded; ho.tever, a COMPIete copy of the attachmnt Is enc I osed
In the DOE report docuwnting the cmrnent ~riod on the Oraft

EIS.

—



Table M-2. COE responses to -merits on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment COnmmnts Responses
number

We added cannmnts rel atd to the Information he presented
and relatd to the answers SUPP I led ~ the W. A COPY of
these canments Is attached. These notes denunstrate that nure
questions were ral sed bf the ~Ets responses and that
conf I Ictlng Information was not cleared up. In some cases
speci f lc quest Ions or cannmnts were no+ addressed.

we ask that ful I consideration k given to our Prellmlnary
Can fnents, these Final C~rI18nts and wr notes related to Dr.
Roger &atefs test i mny.

Sincerely,

Ruth Thomas,
Authorized Representative
Envlronmanta I Ists, Inc.
1339 Sinkler Road
b Iumbla, S.C. 29206
Te 1. 803-782-3000

Attachmnt A:
Wtes on Dr. @atels

testlfmny



Table ~2. WE responses to cmrnents on Draft E IS (cent Inued)

@mnmnt C0mn16nts ResWnses
number

We have pr6pared notes on Dr. Caate Vs statment and DOEts rw-
sponse presentations to show that the agency has not adequately
addressed Issues raised In this testlnv”y either In Its can-
ments here or In the Draft Envlronnmnta I Impact Statewnt
(E IS). (Eoxed In areas are E. I.fs notes)

Ruth Thomas
Envlronwnta I I sts, Inc.
1339 S1 nkler Road
Columbla, S.C. 29206
tel . 782-3000

On Iy through page B-58.

EM-18 From my revlen so far of the Draft E I S, It appears that the
bslc faults ~lnted out about the EA (“os. 2, 3 and 4) exist
in the Draft EIS.

EM- 19 The posit Ion that llNatlona I Securl ty,, a I so app I Ies to mal ntal”-
Ing public wet I-being of the publlc from operation of SRP is a
VIW which needs to be stressed by nvre peep le. It re Iates to
NEPA, the & Iancl ng of costs vs b3nef Its.

There Is nothl ng In the NEPA law of !969 wh Ich exempts 00E fran
full compliance with this federal law.

EM-20 The Draft E IS as It now exl sts does not mt the requlremamt$
of the NEPA and the EA di d not. Did the 00E have lawyers
faml I tar with NEPA as advisors? What legal experl ence do the
NUS tirporatlon consu Itants have? (36 of the prqarers of the
Draft EIS are with NUS GJrp. )

Comments 2, 3, and 4 were addressed In the res~”ses to u-7,
U-14, and U-4, respectively, of Dr. Coatels statment.

See the responses to cmmnts AB-4 and AB-5 regardl “g ba Iancl ng
and dl sc losure of class lfl~ information In this appendix.

See the response to cm fnent AB-4 I n this appendix regardl ng
information In this EIS. The EA and the E IS were pr~ared by
NUS under the technical dlrectlon of 00E, Including the ~neral
C.nInsel fr.an the DOE Savannah River Operations Office and DOEIS
Off Ice of Genera I Counsel. Al I these lawyers are faml I Iar with
the NEPA. The Off Ice of the General CWnsel approved the EA,
FONSI, and Oraft El S. NUS Corporat Ion Is an englneerl ng and
envl ronmental cons” It I “g f I rm WI th extens Ive experience I n pr6-
parl ng envlronmanta I NEPA documents. NUS$ legal experle”ce has
no bearl ng on Its abl I I ~ for pr~arl ng NEPA documntatlon.



Table k2. WE res~nses to cammnts on Draft E IS (continued)

timmnt Ccinnmnts
number

Reswnsss

EM-2 1 Cltlzens and Cltlzens! organizations have the right to NEPA r~ul res that the pub! Ic be al lowed to canfmnt during the
Intervene and k part Ies to adminlstratl ve hearings at whl ch NEPA process 142 USC.4332(2) (C) 1 and the A@ncy Is r~uired to
cross-examl nation and test I fyl ng under oath are helpful In r6swnd to those ccanments (32 CFR 651 .304). There Is no statu-
resolvlng conf Ilctlng In formtlon. (Under the NEPA law. ) tory rwulrermnt for publ Ic hearings. (tinw-Falcon Cofr!munit

ma I ItIon Inc. v. Dept. of Lakr @9F2d 342 (8th Cl-
a hearing Is held, Is up to the agency to decide on the

procedures.

EM-22 The Oraft E I S appears to have as Its ma I n purpose to ml nlmlze As discussed In Sect Ion 1.2 of the EIS, the purpose of the EIS
the effects of restarting the L-Reactor and to ml” Imlze the IS to ana Iyza the potential envlronmntal consquenc6s of the
damages * Ich have al ready happen~. pr~osed r-tart of L-Rextor I n CC!MPI I ante w1th Sect Ion

102(2)(C) of the National Envlronnntal WIlcy Act of 1969, as
amended, and the Energy and Water oevel~w”t Approprlatlo”s
Act, 1984. The potential envlronnmntal impacts of the proposed
restart of L-Reactor are descri bed 1“ the E IS a“d are bsed on
proJetilons of the effects of expected nonradlological and
radio Ioglca I cQeratlonal releases on the current envl ronnental
hse I Inc. A I so see response to cunment AT-3 i n this app8nd Ix
regardl ng the sccQe and content of this E IS.

EM-23 In the OOEis &fense of the EA, chapters 3 and 4, the agency See responses to canfnents AT-3 and AB-1 i n this appendix
refers to the numkr of pages as If the quantl ty of mterlal regarding this EIS and the EA.
was the lm~rtant crl terla rather than the presentation of as
comp Iete and accurate a record of ev I dence as POSSI b I e. (N EPA )

EM-24 The a Iternat 1w discussions of the Draft E IS are defect I w as See the respons- to canments AB-5 through AS-19 I n thls
notd In E I‘s Comwnt Letter. apPendix rqardlng alternatives In this EIS.

EM-23 We did not find the Johnson (1977) report listed 1“ the Oraft The John50n (1977) r~ort, In discussing 75 release Incidents,
E I S nor did we f Ind accounts of Incidents, acclde”ts, equlpw”t
fal lures, accidental releases.

was referring to 75 Incidents In the sol Id waste burial ~ound
It is unclear what aunts of which result6d in Iocallzed release of radloactlvlly (E~A

various radloactlva PSS.S and fal lout hava be” routl”ely 1537, Chapter I I 1, Sect Ion 2 ( 19771 ).
released frcnn reprocessing plants, other plants.

These Inwlv& burial of
contaml nated qul pwnt, sand blastlng to ticontaml nate qulp-
frmnt, burn Ing organic sol vent, and accl dental f Ires. ti”tami -
natlo” was conf ln6d to the turlal grmnd exc~t for three I ncl -
dents which rsu I ted In ml nor mntamlnat ion outsl de the b“rlal
ground fence. Improved operating procedures have greatly
decreased the fr~uency of abnorml I ncl~nts In recent yaars.



Table ~2. ~E reswnses to canwnts on Draft E IS (co”tlnued)

Cmm8nt timnmn+s Res Wnses
number

EM-26 The Informtlon a~t .sccldental trltlum releases 15
I ncomp I ete. We cou Id not locate amng the references the
approxlmtel y 200 docunmnts related b trl tlum releases and
referred to the DOE letter of 0CtOb9r 4, 1983.

EM-27 What have teen the routine and acci dental releases of !odl”o
fr~ the SRP reactors? The fact that Iota I ml Ik samp Ies have
contained ST-90 suggests other f Isslon products were a Isa
re I eased. my wasn tt ml Ik checked for rad[olodl ne each year
the SRP facl I Itles have operated? at local farms?

EM-28 At the Barnwel I plant hearl rigs, the Iodine-131 predict Ions were
50 t I M6S too 10W. What has ken done to see I f SRP pred I ct 10“S
are off?

EM-29 Where In the Draft E IS Is consideration gl ven to the fact that
peep Ie In the SRP area were expos.3d to the high Iodine-131 r6-
Ieases In the early years of the SRP as wet I as later releases
In term of the added radloactl w POl Iut Ion from the L-Reactor
being an InJury to those already harmed? Particularly, In
relation to thyroid dan!age?

EM-30 The statewnts about reduct I ons In the “umbr of acc 16ents and
leaks mnf I [cts with reports of there h fng mre acc{dents [n
1979-1980 - 108 each. ●ln 1975 there were 38) Richard Den Ise
of DOE to Id the At Iant Ic Constl tut ion that one reason was
‘*personnel turnover. vt

See tho response to canmant AB-10 In thls appendix rqardl ng
trltlum releases.

The maJor sources of Iod!na releases are the Se~ratlons
Areas. For the lo-year @rIod 1971-1980 the three operatl ng
reactors at SRP released a total of 0.077 Cl of Iodl ne-131 to
the atisphere, 2.65 Cl to surface streams, and 0.32 Cl to
seepa~ te.sl ns. (Reference: Ash Icy, C. Zelg Ier, C.C, and Cu 1P,
P.A. , ,,Re, eaSe~ ~+ Ra,j, oa=t l“! ty a+ +he Sa”a””ah Rl”er p [ant

19W Through 1980,1, OPSPU 81-25-1, 1982. )

There has been no ev I dence that stront luIn-90 I n Iota I I y pro-
duced milk 1s of SW orlgln. Sr-90 and other radlonuc I i des I n
ml Ik (except H-3 and 1-131 during speclflc periods) are
attributed to fal I at frm nuc Iear weapons tests.

I n the early days of the nuc Iear Industry, the Importance of
the lodlna--cm ml Ik exposure pathway was not recogn Ized.
Rcutlne mnltorl”g of con milk tegan at SW in early 1957.

Releases of Iodi ne-131 at SW are bs’ad o“ actua I mas”r~nts
and thus represent operat 1ng exper I ence.

See the res~nse to Canwnt EM-27 I n this appendix.

The CiJE keeps rmrds of al I events whl~ are outside of the
noms 1 operating conditions w deviate from normal qeratlng
procedures. Most of these ernnts do not resu It 1n acc i &3nts or
leaks. Any events * I ch have an offs I te ef feet are r~orted to

the publ Ic I n the annual report series entit led Envlronwtal
Monltorlng in the vicinity of the Savannah River Ianto



Table M-2. DJE r-ponses to Canmnts on Draft EIS (continued)

COmmnt Cmments Responses
number

EM-3 1

EM-32

Ef4-33

EM-35

Accord I ng to Um. Stratten, reactor expert of Los A Iarms, o I d
nuclear plants raqulre mre wlntenance than when th~ are new.

The Draft E I S makes no reference to Iodine releases and other
r6corded re I eases as far as we can determl ne. The SRP Opera-
tions Off Ice, 1982 does not appear to have ken used as a
reference bf the preparers of the Draft E IS, nor Health Physics
reports, nor al I of the trltlum docuinents.

The remrt ,,Radloact I ve Exposure of the Popu Iatlon ~ @ntami-
nated Alr Eml tted from Nuc Iear Plants In the F6deral Republ Ic
of Germany,, ( 1975) Ide”tl f Ies radlolodlne vla the pasture~ow-
ml I k pathway as the cruel al exposure. my was”, t this refer-
ence used? Were the peep Ie I n SRP area g I ven potass I um Iod I ne
p I I Is dur I ng the accidental releases of Iodl ne and dur Ing the
ear IV years when I-133 releases were high?

It Is our understanding that al I trltlum, K-85 and Carbn-14
are dl scharged to the air frm reprocessing. If no qulpmnt
traps these gas= and fa I lout particles, lsnlt this dumping?

What qul pment has ken added to SRP facl I i ties? what rqorts
docuwnt thls? What anwunt of Iodine In radioactl ve form was
released prior to the addition of r~val qulp~nt? After?

What docuwnts Include records of tests o“ ml Ik for
radlolodlne?

The Savannah River P Iant has a contlnul ng progrm to nmlntaln
pr.aductl.an facl I Itles In a safe operatl ng condltlon. Thls
I nc Iudes rq Iac-nt of qulp~nt men nec$ssary and updating
equ I pnmnt to stay abreast of Improved techno logy.

Estlmtes of re leases of radlolodlne and other radlonuc I Ides
[Chapters 4 and 5 of the E I S ) f ran L-Reactor and support
facl Iltles are general Iy bsed on the most recent 3 years of
operating experience and thus rqrasent current techno Icgy and
operat!ng conditions.

The pasture-cow-ml Ik pathway Is the critical pathway for
releases of rdlolodl “e to the envl romnt. Thls pathway IS
taken Into consl deratlon In calcu Iatl ng the radlologlca I
effects of operation of L-Reactor and assocl ated facl I I ties.
The of fslte doses to the thyroid a“d other organs via the
pasture-cow-ml Ik patbay are gl ven In Appendix B of the EIS.

Tritlum, carbon-14, and Kr-85 fran reprqc-sl ng are releas6d to
the at’frosphere. At present, there are no practicable mthods
of remvlng these radlonucl ides which are In a dl lute form In
very large w lumes of air. The releases have always be” wel I
belcu standards ( I e., of fslte doses have always bn wel I
blow acceptti dose standards).

Since startup of SW, there has ben a contlm I ng program to
upgrade ~UIP~nt and facl Iitles to reduce releases of radlo-
act I ve and nonrad I oact 1ve inter I a Is to the env I rownent. These
,r~tate of the ~rt!, lmprovemnts are the resu It of res9arch at

SRP and elsewhere. t4any of these Improvements are descrltmd In
ERDA-1 537 (an E I S reference for Chapter 5). Improv-.t=
speclflcal ly for SRP reactors are also descrlkd in the EIS,
Sections 2.2, 4.2, and Appendix J.

As descrl bsd In response to Comwnt EM-27 In this appendix, SRP
reactors are a ml nor murce of releases of radlolodi ne to the
envl ro”nmnt.



Table M-2. ~E responses to canments on Draft E IS (continued)

comment CmmOnts Respnses
number

EM-36 Misleading statmnts are used in the Draft EIS Including
mlnlmlzing amounts released (paw B-1 of VOI. 2) as well as
mlnimlzlng detrimental effects.

EM-37 The presentations on trit Ium are partlcu tar Iy mls Ieadl ng, and
In conf I let with r~orts and studl es. (“Sources of Trl tium and
Its Behavior Upon Release to the Environment, 81D. G. Jacobs,
AEC, ,~~~, ,,Trl+i”m T~xIcl~: Effect of Low-Leve I 3WH Expo-
sure on Developing Fefnal e Germ Cel Is In the Mouse, ,1 R. Lowry’
DabSon L Mary &per, Radiation Research 58, 91-100 (1974)-A few
axamp I es.

Evl dence Is needd I n Draft E IS to support the statemnts that
a mJoriti of trltlum released Is In the less &ngerous form.

EM-38 Mt enough samp Ies are taken to Just! fy reach ing cone Iuslons
aLwut acci dental releases. Urine samples are on Iy taken of SRP
employees, we understand. If the predictions of the pathway
are hsed on Incomp Iete and Inaccurate I nf., thq are nO*
dependab le.

EM-39 The Draft E IS fal Is to provide the evidence to support the
followlng statemnt slml Iar claims.

The Statment that the s lze of radioact Ive releases WI I I k
smal I (Paw B-1 of the E I S) frm operat Ion of L-Reactor and Its
sup~rt facl I I ties was I ntended to ref Iect the fact that the
radiological Impact WI 1 I ba smal 1. See the response to canrmnt
EM-11. The wrd ‘Ismal ll! in the first paragraph of Page B-1
has baen renwved.

Standard doslmtry mdels used W the Nuc Iear Regu Iatory
Mml SSIO,I I n rqu Iati ng the canwrcl al nuc Iear Industry were
us.3d In EIS dose calcu Iatlons (see Appendix B of the El S). The
dose nvde Is are hsed on r~anwndatlons of the I nternatlonal
Cmml SSIOII on Rad!ologlca I Protection.

The El S does not make the staten83nt that the majority of trl t-
Ium released by L-Reactor and Its support facl I i ties Is In the
less dan~rous n’ulecular fotm (see Sect Ions 4.1.2.1, 5.1.2.2.
and Appendix B of the El S). @se calculations were n!ade on the
bsls that trltlum releasw are In the mre easl Iy asslml lat-
able oxide form.

Urine samp Ies were analyzed for mre than 300 peep le. Thls not
only Included people Working at SRP but al= members of the
plunm trazkl ng tern, faml I i es of SRP personnel I I VI ng In the
plum trajectory, and mmbOrs of the publ Ic I n 20 count18s of
eastern S>uth Caroll na and five locations In North Carollna
[reference: W. L. Marter, !tEnvlronmenta I Effects of a Trlt Ium
Gas Release fr.nn the Savannah River Plant on MaY 2, 1974, tg
DP-1369 ( 1974)1. Urine samples were also analyzed for on and
off plant people during the 1975 trltlum release [reference:
W. R. Jacobsen, ‘*Envlronmntal Effects of a Trltlum &s Release
fran the Savannah River Plant on Decenber 31, 1975,11 DP-1415
(1976) 1. Also see the reswnse +0 cm~nt EM-48 In +hls
append] x.

Of the radlonuc I I des normal Iy released to the envl ronnent from
SRP operations, on Iy trlt Ium ls regular Iy detectable ~ routine
nun Itorl ng proc~ures. Thus, It Is nec=sary to calculate
doses for known exposure pathwavs and known at-pher I c dls P.3r-
slon. The doslmetry nvdel used in the EIS Is the same as used
by the Nuc Iear R6gu Iatory Cainmlsslon for regu Iatl ng c0rnn83rClal
nuc Iear operations (see Appendix B of the E IS). OISPersl On
calcu Iations ham ben conf lrmed by envlronmantal masurmnents
of trltlum.



Table M-2. DOE responses to amnts on Draft El S (continued 1

COmmnt bmnt s Reswnses
number

EM-4D

EM-42

EM-4 3

EM-44

EM-45

The Draft E I S doesn ‘t exp Ialn why res (dents have not ken
warned when accident happen wh lch resu It In nnre than rout(ne
amunts of radlatlon w I Iut (on telng released, so they can
reduce exposure.

Draft El S doesntt exp Ialn the contradict Ion htween calcu Iatl ng
a trlt(um cloud pathway and the fact that tr( t Ium doesn ‘t
necessarl Iy fol Icu wind dlrectlon. (Transcript of the Wrnwel I
plant hearl ngs 50-332)

Why werentt the references c1 ted here used (n the Draft E IS?
~ why werontt the contradictions btueen ~E’s statements and
the c1 ted references exp la I ned ?

Draft E I S lacks adwuate discussions of redlstrl but(on, through
such wns as bf birds, other an I ma Is, i nsects.

The draft E IS uses th (s same approach of ‘Imlslead Ing stat-nts
1 Iow-va Iuestot

Monltorlng dld not protect the Peep lets health, 1nforwt (on
wasnlt available (n time to reduce the Inhallng and I“gestfon
of trltlum W huwns or anlmls.

DOE Orders rq u f re that DOE-SR not I f y potent ( al Iy affected
stat= of Incidents at the SW. It Is the Statels responslb(l -
Ity, as In the case of canmerc(al nuc Iear power reactors, to
,,war”,f peep Ie (m d= l~at6.j zones near the P Iant In accordance

with EPA guidelines. Gufdel lnes for ‘warn lngn of fslte persons
of releases of ‘tnnre than routine amuntsvq of radloactlvlty
f r~ SRP have never ken approached. Therefore, req u I red pro-
tective actions to ‘,reduce expasurevt have not hen nec-sary.
Though warn Ingsn have never ken requl red, the 00E and Its
predecessor ag3nc[es, AEC and E~A, have had rmnvranda of
understand ng with the States of South Caro II na and Georgia
since 1974 to ‘@notl fytf respons lb Ie state agencies of unusua I
releases of rad Ioact Iv(ty or accidents. As I“dlcated 1n Appn-
d(x H of this Final EIS, which has &n mdffled to Include the
current status of -r!.Tency plannfng act(v(tles, much rmre
de+a ( led not if Icatlon agreewnts have recent Iy been agred to
WI th the stat= and form I -rgency plannlng was -p Ieted In
brch 1984.

The calcu Iated trlt Ium c loud pathway referral to was for short-
term trlt(um release Incidents. In ftlal dlrectlon and speed of
travel of the plum was hsed on Keteoro Ioglcal Kaasurefmnts
and standard di spers Ion ca Icu Iat Ions. The alcu Iat Ions were
conf Irmed bf actual maasuremnt of trlt Ium In the envlronmnt
fol IwI ng the releases.

See the res~nse to canfmnt EM-37 ( n th Is append lx.

Pathway a“alys Is (s Included (n the dos lm3try nvdel used (see
Apvnd(x B).

See response to cunmnt ~-37 In th Is append lx.

b steps were taken to evacuate FOP Ie I n the Pth of tr(t (urn
releases to avoid Inhalation or Ingest Ion of trltlum. It Is
unlikely that any trltlum release from SRP wII I ever r~ulre
such act Ion beau% of fslte doses wou Id not warrant the
act Ion. Of fslte doses were theoretical Iy calcu Iated (mmdl -
ately fol Imlng the releases and extensive f Ield nunltorfng was
conduct~ to verf fy the calcu Iat fens.



Table *2. UIE responses to canments on Draft E IS (continued )

~mwnt Comnlents
number

Res Wnses

EM-4 6

EM-4 7

EM-48

EM-49

EM-50

Fal lure to Include In the Oraft EIS information sources lde”tl -
f led here or exp Ial n why, or why the AEC reports and other
studi es di sagree.

WI I I the Final EIS correct this and statments ~lch are either
unsupported or contrary of evlde”ce i“ studies, records,
transcripts?

The conclusion cannot k reached that trltlum was carried In a
northeastern dlrectlon since trlt Ium doesn ‘t fol Icu WI nd dlrec-
t Ion. (See test iimny of Barnwel I plant hearl ng bcket tie.
50-332)

SaMp I i ng was done along predicted pathway and since the I nfor-
rnat!on on wh Ich such predict Ions were bsed was I“cmp Iete and
In some re~rds incorrect the resu Its of the testl ng are in
question.

1,000 samples Is too sma I I a number to hse conclusions on any-
way. 1,000 samples In 11 cate~rl Os or approxlwtely 90 of
each. The Oraft E IS also reaches conclusions bsed on lnade-
~oate Information and samp I Ing. M contro I groups are referred

.

The Oraft E IS lacks evidence to support statments that new
equl pment and p Iant operation techniques han ken addd over
the years. Budget information Is needed to show how much was
spent, when and on what, as wel I as deta i 16d and docuwnted I n-
formtlon descrl bl ng the changes. Statme”ts about lmprove-
Mnts conf I I ct with publ lc statemnts mde ~ RI chard bnl se of
DOE, when asked about the fact that the number of accl dents at
the SRP facl I Itles has Increased over the years, for examp Ie I n
1979 and 80 there wore 108 each year.

In bth EA and Draft E IS, preparers app Iy the ‘roll Iutlon
to an atomic age technol~y. Thls IS inappropriate.

See the response to Canwnt EM-2 I n thls appendl x.

See the reswnse to cannmnt EM4 I I n th Is append Ix.

The numhr of envlronme”tal samples fol IOWI “g the trltlum
release I“cl dent was adequate to dstennl ne the area Invo Ived
(pathway), levels of tritlum In the envlronmnt, and of fslte
doses.

The Cont!nu 1ng upgrade pr~rmn for the SRP re~to~, tilCh WaS
Inauguratml Immdlately after reactor startup 1n 1953, Is dls-
cussed [n Ilppendl x J. Abwt 60 percent of the S204 ml I lion
spent on pr.eparat Ions for the L-Reactor restart went to
nvdern 1ze the reactor I n the saw way the operat I ng reactors
have b6en rmdern Ized durl ng the L4eactor stand~ period. I t
has b3en a continu I ng concern that the facl I I ties b continu-
al Iy upgraded. To this end a f Ive-part restorat Ion pro~am m3s
undertaken for the period 1981-1987. A total of $389 m[ I I 10n
was bd~tc~ of wh Ich abut $164 ml I I Ion has ben budpted
through 19[13. This mney Is In addition to “otmal ~l”tenance
and nw capital proJects.

Al I releas{~ from L-Reactor and Its support faci Iltlrn are
rmnltored zlnd control led at the release Wurce, I.e., before
dl Iutlon. Measurements are then a I m n!ade of the way these
re I eases dl sperse Into the envl ronnent.



Table M-2. DJE responses to canmnts on Draft EIS (continued)

mnt _nts Res~nses
number

EM-5 1

EN-52

EM-53

All trltlum, K-85 and C-14 are released Intentional.ly. SI nce
these take tlm’e to decv to a safe level C-14 the longest 5,750
year half Ilfe, they are still a pollutlon problem.

There are not adequate mn!toring statlonS and provls!ons to
determine the Iocatlons at which radlatlon hlld up has taken
place. The Oept. of the Interior points out the Ilmlts of
mnltorlng.

Agree that understanding of radlatlon and Its harmful effects
IS substantial. There are anlma I studl es, studies of X-ray
patients, those by Gofman, Tampl Ine, o+ Nuclear workers-
~cuso, radium dial painters, Japanese vlctlms, and from these
much has bem learned. The Oraft EIS fal Is to give adequate
attention to thls widence and the evidence related to the
effects of radiation dawga to the untorn.

Although trl tlum, Kr-85, and C-14 are released to the e“v!ron-
ment fram operation of L-Reactor and Its sup~rt facl Iltles,
of fslte dines are sml 1. Also see the respnse to cmnmnt
E*1 I In this appendix. The p~ulatlon dose calculations
Include cons Ideratlon of a 100-year envl romental dose
canmltfnent as descr I hd In Appsndlx B.

The Savannah RI ver P Ian+ has the most Cmprehonsl vs e“vlronaelI-
tal rmn!torlng plan of any nuclear facl Ilty In the United
States. There Is no basls for the statemnt that mnl tori “g
stations are Inadequate. Mnl tiring stations are at numerous
Iocatlons so that there Is little Ilkelltid that there wII I be
an undetected hl Idup of radloactlvlfi. See Chapter 6 of the
EIS.

The Natlona I Academy of Sciences 8E IR I I I Report (reference:
,,The Effeds on Populations of Exposures to Low Levels of
Ionlzl. g Radlatlon: 1980,9$ National Acad8nIy of Sciences, 1980)
took Into account the studies II steal I n this canment. The NAS
RePo~ was used as the bsls for Cal culatl “g the health effecfs
of cperatlon of L-Reactor and assocl at~ supwrt facl I I ti~.

Also see the response to Canwnt EM-15 In thls appe”dl x.




